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little in strictly technical matters, but as
you extrapolate and deduce, and as you interpret and draw conclusions, inevitably
these two groups must diverge. In 1899 he
gave a thorough treatment of 19th centu ry
Evolutionism in his "Evolutie" address to
the faculty of the Free University of Amsterdam. In it he not only showed the incompatibility of atheistic evolution with the
Christian faith, but also very clearly denounced any compromise between the two
camps, using very strong language in his
warnings not to have anything to do with
any form of evolution.
Kuyper's positive emphasis was clearly
that there must be a sharp difference between what the Christian scientist does and
what his unbelieving colleague does. By his
criteria, 20th century science, as far as the
Christian community is concerned, has not
done a commendable job.
Where do we find evidence of the C1t1tithesis today? Although we may find some
remnants in the works of some people, here
and there, generally speaking there is little
positive, progressive Christian analysis and
interpretation of the data and of the
theories of modern-day natural science.
Most attempts in this direction are made by
individuals or groups to get around some of
the most irksome problems in their field
which cause continual difficulty and uneasiness,and regarding which they are most
often questioned by the Christian layman.
But to do this is not enough. We need a
well-worked-out position, with explicit reasons for taking specific stands on specific
issues and questions. It is not enough to
keep peacewith the scientific elite and with
the lay people. Instead, we ought to be at
odds with the secular scientific elite, and we
should be drawing fire from them because
of our distinctively Christian analysis in our
areasof specialization. Our stand for Christ
and our reliance on Scripture mu~t be evident in our contact With the scientific
world.

It is within this context that we hope
that we may be goaded into more action
and guided in the right direction during this
academic year. May we more consciously
and conscientiously apply ourselves to this
goal, and be richer Christians becauseof it.
And may particular parts of Scripture have
a more special meaning for us, as Christians
and as scientists, that we may truly praise
our Maker.
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Man was createdin the image of God.
Why? I assumethat we shall not ~e able to
give an exhaustive answer to that question
in this life. But one reasonwe were created
in the image of God is implied when the
idea is first mentioned in the Bible. In
Genesis 1: 26 it savs. "Let us make man i.,
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our image...and let them have dominion..."
Thus, one reason man was created in the
image of God was so he could have dominion in creation.
What does "dominion" mean? It
means many things, but surely today it includes the idea that man must explore
creation. Exploring creation includes activity in the phY$ical sciences-sciencessuch as
astronomy, chemistry, and physics.
I
conclude that man is man, created in the
image of God, and is not an animal, partly
because he has the ability to engage in
physical scientific work.
What I have said does not mean that
all men do engage in or ought to engagein
physical scientific work. (I have some students who are certain that not all men
should engage in physical scientific work!)
But it does mean that there is something
inherent in all men which makes work in
physical science possible. What is this
"something" which all men have which
makes physical science possible? Paul says
in Romans 1, "For the invisible things of
him from the creation of the world are
clearly seen, being understood by the
things that are made, even his eternal power
and Godhead " Notice that Paul says the

there are no contradictions in Creation.
The physical scientist is a living testimony
to Paul's statement that men-all men-

understand "his eternal power "arid Godhead." All these thin~s teach us that both
unbelievin~ and believinQ physical scientists
build tbeir scie~ce on a true principle, th~
principle that God created. ordered. and
ordained.
8 ut there

1! an

antithesis in physical

science. The Christian is consciously aware
that God created, ordered, and ordained.
The people of God are not at all surprised
when the physical. scientists report that the
physical aspects of Creation "hang together," are ordered, have a structure. The
people of God are the people who can
make a positive statement about reality,
about all of Creation. Their positive statement, their ~,
is this: God created and
upholds.
What is the anti-thesis, the
"antithesis"? The antithesis is a denial that
God created and upholds. Unbelievers are
the people of the antithesis.
An unbelieving scientist builds his science by unwittingly assuming that there is
an "eternal power and Godhead" - "clearly
seen," says Paul-but such a scientist says
that there is no eternal power and no Godhead. He denies his,-own human-ness,the
image of God in him. The people of the
antithesis are inconsistent. To the extent
that our lives acknowledge God's ultimate
power, we, the people of the thesis, are
consistent.
It is an honor to be able to discussthis
subject at a convocation of this college. It
seemsto me that this is a college in whi~h
God's Creation is taken seriously. When the
Christian physical scientist explores the
physical aspects of Creation, he sees that
which the unbeliever should acknowledge,
but does not acknollJledge. The Christian
physical scientist knows that God created,
sustains, and holds all things together. The
unbeliever seesmany things, but he simply
cannot, precisely because of his unbelief,
see how all things hang together.
Unfortunately, many Christians give
too much ground to the unbeliever when
they descrrbe the antithesis. They make

~

of God is understood by all.
Thus, in a most fundamental way all
men, believers and unbelievers, know that
God causesall things. In physical science,
all men know that God brought into existence every fact and every law, although with
many this knowledge is not conscious
knowledge. Becausethere is only one God,
and God does not contradict Himself, those
facts and lawsdo not contradict each other.
Precisely because these facts and laws do
not contradict each other, physical science
is possible.
Let me explain this point. Suppose
that there were truly contradictions in
Creation. I n such a world, how would physical science be possible? If physical science
is anything, it is surely correlation of facts
and deduction; and whenever we correlate
facts and deduce, we assumethat things do
indeed fit together. We cannot work in
physical science without assuming that
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not be correct. Creation is not neutral.
It is not surprising that developments
in modern physical science make more
sense to the Christian than to the nonChristian. The non-Christian will not admit
it, but he has been trying to fit square pegs
into round holes. Let me tell you of a few
modern developments in physical science
which illustrate that the Christian is at
home in his study of Creation and that the
non-Christian is not.
First, it has been discovered that the
smallest known particles act in a way that
will always seem random to man. It is a
long and involved story, but it amounts to
this: these small particles behave in a way
inherently unpredictable by man. It would
seem at this point that one could hardly
escape the conclusion that there is some
kind of "force" which is outside of Creation, which causes these particles to do
whatever they do. The Christian says that
God causesthem to do what they do. But
the non-Christian is frustrated in analyzing
this situation; he postulates blind, irrational
chance. He is forced to prefer no causeat
all to admitting that God, the Creator and
Sustainer, is the cause. With hi m, that
which is irrational wins the day.
Another place unbelieving physical
scientists run into a frustrating dead end has
to do with the origin of the universe. The
Christian says that the uncreated God tells
him in the Scriptures of Creation by God.
But the unbelieving physical scientist looks
to Creation to decide whether the universe
was ever created. The unbelieving physical
scientist examines nature, so he says, to
find out if there was a beginning point. It
is no surprise, however, that he concludes
that he cannot accept the idea of Creation.
The unbelieving physical scientist looks to
"nature" for proof .that there never was a
beginning. Scientists who have otherwise
done respectable work have seriously presented evidence which, they say, indicated
that there never was a beginning.
Perhaps holding to no beginning or no
act of Creation, is the ultimate in unbelieving physical science. The people of the

the mistake of thinking that the antithesis
is merely a word which acknowledges that
there is a sharp line between believer and
unbeliever. I f they are right, the antithesis
hasnothing to do with that part of Creation
outside of man. With their kind of an antithesis, one in which man and not the rest of
Creation is involved, they assumethat the
Creation we investigate is "neutral," that it
means the same thing to believer and unbeliF!vF!r
--- -- .
What I want to maintain is that the
people of God are at home in Creation;
they consciously obey the command to
have dominion, to discover what God created and upholds. The individual members
of the human race die, however, and their
children take over. Therefore, the people
of God, through their schools, tell their
children what they have learned about
Creation. They explain what they have
seen of God's creating acts and H is upholding of what He has made. As time
passes,there is more and more to tell. In
the physical sciences,there is a mountain of
information about discoveries which have
been made. In our schools, we must always
see this mountain of information for what
it is: it is information about Creation which
we are to transmit to the new generation.
What we give to the new generation is not a
set of so-called bare facts, but, rather, we
give the new-generation an account of what
God created and upholds, using the best
current knowledge we have. In ~h..i~i~n
education. the student receives the whole
picture. Evervthinq is related to the hand
of God. which has created and which up~.
The people of the antithesis pretend
that God does not exist, and so nonChristian education is distorted.
Paul recognized that the people of the
antithesis are distorters. I n their understanding of Creation, he says, they ultimately worship the creature rather than the
Creator (Romans 1: 25). What he says is a
good description of non-Christian education:
take God out, and talk to the
students only about "nature." An attempt
to treat Creation as if it were neutral, as if
it were not involved in the antithesis- can-

thesis helieve th;1t Gorl ~re;1t~rl ;1nrl SII!:t;1in!:
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The consistent people of the antithesis believe that no one created. Thus, the consistent unbeliever says that what we see
before our eyes never began and is basically
random, resting on chance-and so, is meaninQless.

action in time which Christians speak
about, is a part of Creation itself.
The consequencesof this idea cannot
be worked out here. But perhaps a more
faithful examination of God's relation to
time will keep us from teasing ourselves
with illegitimate questions, such as the
question of free will vs. predestination.
Also, if we truly believe that God created
time, perhaps we will not be improperly
mystified by the possibility of Biblica'l
prophecy. After all, if God did truly create
time, why should anyone be surprised
when God revealswhat is going to happen
in the future?
These things I have been speaking of
lead to an amazing conclusion. Modern developments in physical science have shown
that the position of the unbeliever is impossible. Further, assuming that we know the
Triune God by faith and therefore know
that He is the Creator and Sustainer, some
developments, such as the one concerning
time which I mentioned, enrich our faith
and even help us forget about illegitimate
questions. More and more, we can seewhat
the Scriptures mean when they tell us that
the heavens-all of Creation-declare the
glory of God.
Can we prove from physical science
that God created and sustains? Of course
not; we know of God and His work only by
the faith which He gives us through His
Word and Spirit. But ~
He hasgivenus
faith, we can work in Creation with the assumption that God created and sustains. If
we assume, as we do at this college, that
Creation is not to be downgraded, we can
build on that assumption. That is why it is
a privilege to talk about these things, such
as work in physical science, here. We assume here that the Christian way of understanding Creation is the only way which
can possibly be correct and internally inconsistent; not one of them "hangs together."
May the Lord bless us so that we can
consciously build on the thesis, the faith
principle. that God created and sustains.

I would like to mention one more
development
in physical science which
helps the Christian appreciate what God
has done. What I am going to describe is
not something which necessarily refutes the
position of the unbeliever.
But you will
see that this basic development fits very
well into the Christian's idea ot"how things
are.
---

First, we must accept the idea (although I am sure that we cannot explain it)
that God exists outside of time; God is
transcendent as well as immanent. That is
what we mean when we say that God is
timeless, and that He does not change. He
has no age. But time is something which
does exist; and since God created all things,
He created time. Here is an interesting development in physical science concerning
time: the concepts of matter, radiation,
etc.-cverything which is physical-have been
shown in twentieth-century scientific developments to have no meaning unless we
assume that time exists. In a very fundamental way, we cannot properly say that
an atom and time exist. We cannot speak
of the co-existence of atoms and time.
Physical scientists have shown that as soon
as we talk of an atom, or anything else that
is physical, we must presuppose the existence of time. I cannot, of course, prove
this complicated idea here; but you may
safely assumethat it is provable in a physics
~Ia~c;

How does this idea help the Christian
physical scientist? Understanding that time
in inherent in Creation, we can seethat the
act of Creation implies the existence of
Providence, since, after all Providence is
God's action in time. We cannot say, as
some deists have~d,
that God created
and then Creation unwinds, operating on
its own like a machine. If the act of Creation of necessity implies the creation of
time, then the upholding Providence, God's
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